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DETAILED ACTION 

Information Disclosure Statement 

1. The information disclosure statements filed on 8/14/2008 and 9/9/2008 have 
been considered. 



Response to Amendment 

2. Claims 5, 7, 8, 9, 13, 17, 18, 30, 33, 34 and 40-42 have been amended. Claim 6 
has been canceled. 



Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 5, 7-9 and 12-42 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 5, 8, 9, 12, 16, 18, 20, 22-27, 29-32 and 35-42 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kurokawa et al. (US-7, 01 6,706 hereinafter, 
Kurokawa) in view of Alford (US-5,634,196). 
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Regarding claim 5, Kurokawa teaches a terminal device (Fig. 1) which can 
multitask (Fig. 9), comprising: 

a processor (Fig. 1 [200a]) configured to execute an operating system and to 
detect one of a predetermined set of events (Fig. 7 [704] and Col. 4 lines 26-34) that 
cause operation of an application to suspend (Col. 8 lines 1-3), the processor operable 
to generate event data indicative of a cause of suspension of the application program; 
(Fig. 6 [6j &6n]) 

the processor further configured to suspend operation of an application program 
operable within the operating system when an event is detected; (Col. 8 lines 1-3 and 
Fig. 7 [704]) and 

means for storing a plurality of event data indications; (Fig. 6 [6j & 6n] and Fig. 1 
[140]) and 

wherein the processing means is further configured to resume operation of the 
application program suspended by the processor (Fig. 6 [6k]), and the event data 
indications each represent respective events between a start of suspension of operation 
of the application program and resumption of operation of the application program at an 
end of the suspension. (Fig. 6 [6j]) 

Kurokawa differs from the claimed invention by not explicitly reciting the 
processor is further configured to deliver at least one of the stored event data 
indications to the resumed application program, wherein operation of the resumed 
application program is configured to adjust in accordance with the at least one of the 
event data indications to be responsive to the cause of the suspension. 
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In an analogous art, Alford teaches a method, system and device that enables a 
user to view the call history to a mobile device. (Col. 3 lines 58-60) At the time the 
invention was made, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to be 
motivated to substitute the running of the moving picture reproduction program of 
Kurokawa with the displaying call history of Alford since Kurokawa already enables a 
user to view missed calls during multi-tasking (Kurokawa Fig. 6 [6j]), therefore it is 
obvious that a user would be able to view the call history at any desired time. 

Kurokawa in view of Alford teaches processor is further configured to deliver at 
least one of the stored event data indications to the resumed application program, 
wherein operation of the resumed application program is configured to adjust in 
accordance with the at least one of the event data indications to be responsive to the 
cause of the suspension. (If a user is viewing the call history and is interrupted by a 
call, when the user resumes viewing the call history, the call history will be changed by 
showing at least the interrupting call) 

Regarding claim 8, the limitations of claim 8 are rejected as being the same 
reason set forth above in claim 5. 

Regarding claim 9, the limitations of claim 9 are rejected as being the same 
reason set forth above in claim 9. 

Regarding claim 12, Kurokawa in view of Alford teaches wherein instructions 
stored in the memory to generate a message comprise instructions stored in memory to 
generate a query to a user that is related to the first predetermined event. (Kurokawa 
Fig. 8 [82] and Fig. 9 [85]) 
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Regarding claim 16, Kurokawa in view of Alford teaches the first predetermined 
event comprises receipt by the terminal device of an email or a call request. (Kurokawa 
Fig. 6 [6d]) 

Regarding claim 18, Kurokawa in view of Alford teaches wherein the application 
is a first application, and the first predetermined event comprises execution of a second 
application by the first application. (Kurokawa Fig. 6 [6c, 6d & 6j]) 

Regarding claim 20, Kurokawa in view of Alford teaches the second 
predetermined event comprises a user command. (Kurokawa Fig. 6 [6f & 6g]) 

Regarding claim 22, Kurokawa in view of Alford teaches the second 
predetermined event comprises completion of the first predetermined event. (Kurokawa 
Fig. 6 [6e]) 

Regarding claim 23, Kurokawa in view of Alford teaches instructions stored in 
memory to suspend the application comprises instructions stored in the memory to, 
during the suspension, maintain application related data in volatile memory that was 
input by a user prior to suspension. (Kurokawa Fig. 2 [2a & 2b], Col. 8 lines 22-28) 

Regarding claim 24, Kurokawa in view of Alford teaches instructions stored in 
memory to suspend the application comprises instructions stored in memory to maintain 
the suspended application in volatile memory during the suspension. (Kurokawa Col. 8 
lines 22-30) 

Regarding claims 25, 26 and 36, Kurokawa in view of Alford teaches the 
limitations of claims 5 and 9 above, but differs from the claimed invention by not 
explicitly reciting the use of a flag, an identifier or storing the identifier in a table. 
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However, one of ordinary skill in the art would recognize the use of flags, identifiers and 
organizing information in tables as being well known in the art and easily implemented 
in software design, therefore the rejection of claims 25, 26 and 36 are maintained as 
being obvious in view of the specific citations related to claims 5 and 9 above. 

Regarding claim 27, Kurokawa in view of Alford teaches instructions stored in 
memory to store the application in volatile memory when the application is launched, 
and instructions stored in memory to suspend the application comprises instructions 
stored in memory to maintain the application in the volatile memory until execution is 
resumed. (Kurokawa Col. 8 lines 22-30) 

Regarding claim 29, Kurokawa in view of Alford teaches a display means for 
displaying information to a user (Kurokawa Fig. 5 [171]), the display means operable to 
display a message related to the cause of the suspension (Kurokawa Fig. 6 [6j]), the 
resumed application program operable to generate the message in response to receipt 
of the delivered stored event data. (Alford Col. 3 lines 58-60: If a user is viewing the 
call history and is interrupted by a call, when the user resumes viewing the call history, 
the call history will be changed by showing at least the interrupting call) 

Regarding claim 30, the limitations of claim 30 are rejected as being the same 
reason set forth above in claim 23. 

Regarding claim 31, Kurokawa in view of Alford teaches the resumed application 
program is configured to generate a message to notify a user of the cause of the 
suspension based on the stored event data. (Kurokawa Fig. 6 [6j]) 
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Regarding claims 32 and 38, the limitations of claims 32 and 38 are rejected as 
being the same reasons set forth above in claim 16. 

Regarding claim 35, Kurokawa in view of Alford teaches the data related to the 
application program that is input by the user remains in random access memory after 
operation of the application program is suspended. (Kurokawa Fig. 6 [6a & 6b] and Col. 
8 lines 22-30) 

Regarding claim 37, the limitations of claim 37 are rejected as being the same 
reason set forth above in claim 35. 

Regarding claim 39, the limitations of claim 39 are rejected as being the same 
reason set forth above in claim 35. 

Regarding claims 40-42, Kurokawa in view of Alford teaches the limitations of 
claims 5, 8 and 9 above, but differs from the claimed invention by not explicitly reciting 
the use of a flag, an identifier or storing the identifier in a table. However, one of 
ordinary skill in the art would recognize the use of flags, identifiers and organizing 
information in tables as being well known in the art and easily implemented in software 
design, therefore the rejection of claims 40-42 are maintained as being obvious in view 
of the specific citations related to claims 5, 8 and 9 above. 

6. Claims 7, 13-15, 17, 19, 21, 28, 33 and 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Kurokawa in view of Alford and Monnes et al. (US- 
6,459,440 hereinafter, Monnes). 

Regarding claim 7, Kurokawa in view of Alford teaches a means for 
communicating via a communication network (Kurokawa Fig. 1), and wherein: 
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the processor is further configured to suspend operation of the application 
program (Fig. 6 [6d]) when the means for communicating receives a call designating a 
user of the terminal device. (Fig. 6 [6c & 6d]) Kurokawa in view of Alford differs from 
the claimed invention by not explicitly reciting the suspension occurs because a 
message is received. 

In an analogous art, Monnes teaches receiving short messages and 
accumulating the number of messages received. (Col. 1 lines 44-61) At the time the 
invention was made, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to be 
motivated to implement the terminal device of Kurokawa in view of Alford after 
modifying it to incorporate the receiving of short messages of Monnes since using short 
messages for communications on a mobile device is well known in the art. (Col. 1 line 
44-61) 

Regarding claim 13, Kurokawa in view of Alford and Monnes teaches wherein the 
application is a first application, and instructions stored in the memory to generate a 
message comprises instructions stored in memory to generate a query to a user to 
launch a second application to attend to the first predetermined event. (Monnes Fig. 2 
[21] "Read now" and Kurokawa Fig. 6 [6d & 6h]) 

Regarding claim 14, Kurokawa in view of Alford and Monnes teaches the 
message comprises an audio message. (Kurokawa Fig. 6 [6c & 6d]) 

Regarding claim 15, Kurokawa in view of Alford and Monnes teaches the 
message comprises a text message. (Monnes Fig. 2 [10 & 19]) 
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Regarding claim 17, Kurokawa in view of Alford and Monnes teaches the first 
predetermined event comprises receipt or transmission by the terminal device of data 
via a short range transmission comprising Bluetooth transmission or infrared 
transmission. (Monnes Col. 1 lines 44-61 and Col. 5 line 17) 

Regarding claim 19, the limitations of claim 19 are rejected as being the same 
reason set forth above in claim 6. 

Regarding claim 21, Kurokawa in view of Alford and Monnes obviously teaches 
the second predetermined event comprises expiration of a determined time period since 
the notification of an incoming call only occurs for a specified period before the call is 
directed to a voicemail service. 

Regarding claim 28, Kurokawa in view of Alford and Monnes teaches instructions 
stored in memory to delete the stored event data when execution of the application is 
resumed. (Monnes Col. 5 lines 35-49) 

Regarding claim 33, Kurokawa in view of Alford and Monnes teaches the 
response to the event being receipt of an email message, the processor is further 
configured to resume operation of the suspended application program after a specified 
time has elapsed following display of the message. (Monnes Fig. 6 [56, 58, 62 and 64]) 

Regarding claim 34, Kurokawa in view of Alford and Monnes teaches the 
processor is further configured to generate difference messages that originate from the 
resumed application program dependent on the cause of the suspension. (Monnes Fig. 
1 [19] and Col. 1 lines 57-61 and Kurokawa Fig. 6 [6j]) 
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Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's arguments with respect to the independent claims have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

8. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to MATTHEW SAMS whose telephone number is 
(571)272-8099. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8-6. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Lester Kincaid can be reached on (571) 272-7922. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

MCS 

12/8/2008 

/Lester Kincaid/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2617 



